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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 4, 10, 11, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Corey et al. (U.S. Patent 5,987,446, referred to as Corey). 

3. For claim 1 , Corey teaches, an inferred relation weighting process for 
determining the strength of an inferred relation between a first and a second Internet 
object, which are not directly linked, comprising: 

a first link weighting process for determining the strength of at least a first link 
between said first non-directly linked Internet object and a common object; (see Corey, 
Col. 2 lines 11-46) 

a second link weighting process for determining the strength of at least a second 
link between said second non-directly linked Internet object and said common object; 
and (see Corey, Col. 2 lines 1 1-46) 

an inferred relation weight calculation process for calculating the strength of said 
inferred relation based on the strength of said at least a first link and said at least a 
second link, (see Corey, Col. 2 lines 11-46, Col. 3 line 15 to Col. 2 line 10) 
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4. For claim 3, Corey teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 1 
wherein said common object includes at least one Internet query, (see Corey, Col. 2 
lines 1 1-46, Col. 9 lines 40-65) 

5. For claim 4, Corey teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 1 
wherein said common object includes at least one Internet document, (see Corey, Col. 
2 lines 1 1-46, Col. 9 lines 40-65) 

6. For claim 10, Corey teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 1 
wherein at least one of said Internet objects is an Internet query, (see Corey, Col. 7 
lines 34-67, Col. 9 lines 40-65) 

7. For claim 1 1 , Corey teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 1 
wherein at least one of said Internet objects is an Internet document, (see Corey, Col. 2 
lines 11-46, Col. 9 lines 40-65) 

8. For claim 26, Corey teaches, a method for determining the strength of an inferred 
relation between a first and a second Internet object, which are not directly linked, 
comprising: 

determining the strength of at least a first link between the first non-directly linked 
Internet object and a common object; (see Corey, Col. 2 lines 1 1-46) 
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determining the strength of at least a second link between the second non- 
directly linked Internet object and the common object; and (see Corey, Col. 2 lines 11- 
46) 

calculating the strength of the inferred relation based on the strength of the at 
least a first link and the at least a second link, (see Corey, Col. 2 lines 1 1-46, Col. 3 line 
15 to Col. 2 line 10) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 2, 6-8, 12, 14, 16-20, 22-24, 27, and 29-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Corey in view of Brown et al. (U.S. Patent 5,875,446, 
referred to as Brown). 

1 1 . For claim 2, Corey fails to clear disclose, the inferred relation weighting process 
of claim 1 wherein said common object comprises a plurality of discrete Internet objects, 
each interconnected with a discrete link, and said plurality of discrete Internet objects 
and links connect said first and second links, wherein said inferred relation weighting 
process further comprises an intermediate link weighting process for determining the 
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strength of each said discrete link, wherein the strength of said inferred relation is based 
on the strength of each said discrete link and the strength of said at least a first link and 
said at least a second link. 

Brown teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 1 wherein said common 
object comprises a plurality of discrete Internet objects, each interconnected with a 
discrete link, and said plurality of discrete Internet objects and links connect said first 
and second links, wherein said inferred relation weighting process further comprises an 
intermediate link weighting process for determining the strength of each said discrete 
link, wherein the strength of said inferred relation is based on the strength of each said 
discrete link and the strength of said at least a first link and said at least a second link, 
(see Brown, Col. 8 lines 23-39, Col. 8 lines 45-57, Col. 9 lines 16-30, Col. 10 lines 16- 
32) 

It would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the search weighting system of Corey with the intermediate 
search weighting method of Brown in order to provide users with additional objects that 
may be of similar interest, (see Brown, Col. 1 line 60 to Col. 2 line 1 1 , Col. 2 line 56 to 

Col. 3 line 19) and (see Corey, Col.1 lines 10-38) 

j 

12. For claim 6, Corey-Brown teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of 
claim 2 further comprising an incoming link analysis process for determining the number 
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of objects linked to each of said plurality of Internet objects, wherein the incoming link 
value of each said Internet object is directly proportional to the number of objects linked 
to that Internet object, (see Brown, Col. 8 lines 23-39, Col. 8 lines 45-57, Col. 9 lines 16- 
30, Col. 10 lines 16-32) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 6. 

13. For claim 7, Corey-Brown teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of 
claim 2 further comprising an outgoing link analysis process for determining the number 
of objects that each of said plurality of Internet objects is linked to, wherein the outgoing 
link value of each said Internet object is directly proportional to the number of objects 
that said Internet object is linked to. (see Brown, Col. 8 lines 23-39, Col. 8 lines 45-57, 
Col. 9 lines 16-30, Col. 10 lines 16-32) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 7. 

14. For claim 8, Corey-Brown teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of 
claim 2 wherein said inferred relation weight calculation process includes a known 
relation recalculation process for redefining the values of the strength of each said 
discrete link and the strength of said at least a first link and said at least a second link in 
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response to the calculation of said strength of said inferred relation, (see Brown, Col. 8 
lines 23-39, Col. 8 lines 45-57, Col. 9 lines 16-30, Col. 10 lines 16-32, Col. 10 lines 32- 
42) 



The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 8. 

15. For claim 12, Corey-Brown teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of 
claim 1 wherein said strength of said inferred relation is a relevance score, (see Brown, 
Col. 1 line 60 to Col. 2 line 11. Col. 15 lines 32-42) 



The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 12. 

16. For claim 14, Corey-Brown teaches, an inferred relation weighting process for 
determining the strength of an inferred relation between a first and a second Internet 
object, which are not directly linked, comprising: 

a first link weighting process for determining the strength of at least a first link 
between said first non-directly linked Internet object and a plurality of common objects; 

a second link weighting process for determining the strength of at least a second 
link between said second non-directly linked Internet object and said plurality of 
common objects; 
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wherein said plurality of common objects comprises a first common object 
connected to said first link; 

a second common object connected to said second link, and an intermediate link 
interconnecting said first and second common objects; 

an intermediate link weighting process for determining the strength of said 
intermediate link; and 

an inferred relation weight calculation process for calculating the strength of said 
inferred relation based on the strength of said at least a first link, said at least a second 
link, and said intermediate link, (see Brown, Col. 8 lines 23-39, Col. 8 lines 45-57, Col. 9 
lines 16-30, Col. 10 lines 16-32, Col. 10 lines 32-42) and . (see Corey, Col. 2 lines 11- 
46, Col. 3 line 15 to Col. 2 line 10) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 14. 

17. Claims 16-20, 22-24, and 27 list all the same elements of claims 2, 6-8, 12, 14, 
but in system form rather than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the 
rejection to claims 2, 6-8, 12, 14 applies equally as well to claim 16-20, 22-24, and 27. 

18. For claim 29, Corey-Brown teaches, a computer program product residing on a 
computer readable medium having a plurality of instructions stored thereon which, when 
executed by the processor, cause that processor to: 
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determine the strength of at least a first link between the first non-directly linked 
Internet object and a common object; 

determine the strength of at least a second link between the second non-directly 
linked Internet object and the common object; and 

calculate the strength of the inferred relation based on the strength of the at least 
a first link and the at least a second link. . (see Brown, Col. 8 lines 23-39, Col. 8 lines 
45-57, Col. 9 lines 16-30, Col. 10 lines 16-32, Col. 10 lines 32-42, Col. 2 line 65 to Col. 
3 line 20, Col. 6 lines 12-25) and . (see Corey, Col. 2 lines 11-46, Col. 3 line 15 to Col. 2 
line 10) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 29. 

19. For claim 30, Corey-Brown teaches, the computer program product of claim 29 
wherein said computer readable medium is a random access memory (RAM), (see 
Brown, Col. 2 line 65 to Col. 3 line 20, Col. 6 lines 12-25, RAM part of the computer) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 30. 
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20. For claim 31 , Corey-Brown teaches, the computer program product of claim 29 
wherein said computer readable medium is a read only memory (ROM), (see Brown, 
Col. 2 line 65 to Col. 3 line 20, Col. 6 lines 12-25, ROM part of the computer) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 31. 

21 . For claim 32, Corey-Brown teaches, the computer program product of claim 29 
wherein said computer readable medium is a hard disk drive, (see Brown, Col. 2 line 65 
to Col. 3 line 20, Col. 6 lines 12-25, hard disk drive part of the computer) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 32. 

22. For claim 33, Corey-Brown teaches, a processor and memory configured to: 
determine the strength of at least a first link between the first non-directly linked 

Internet object and a common object; 

determine the strength of at least a second link between the second non-directly 
linked Internet object and the common object; and 

calculate the strength of the inferred relation based on the strength of the at least 
a first link and the at least a second link, (see Brown, Col. 8 lines 23-39, Col. 8 lines 45- 
57, Col. 9 lines 16-30, Col. 10 lines 16-32, Col. 10 lines 32-42, Col. 2 line 65 to Col. 3 
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line 20, Col. 6 lines 12-25) and . (see Corey, Col. 2 lines 11-46, Col. 3 line 15 to Col. 2 
line 10) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 33. 

23. For claim 34, Corey-Brown teaches, the processor and memory of claim 33 
wherein said processor and memory are incorporated into a personal computer, (see 
Brown, Col. 2 line 65 to Col. 3 line 20, Col. 6 lines 12-25, processor and memory are 
part of the computer) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 34. 

24. For claim 35, Corey-Brown teaches, the processor and memory of claim 33 
wherein said processor and memory are incorporated into a network server, (see 
Brown, Col. 2 line 65 to Col. 3 line 20, Col. 6 lines 12-25, processor and memory are 
part of the computer) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 35. 
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25. For claim 36, Corey-Brown teaches, the processor and memory of claim 33 
wherein said processor and memory are incorporated into a single board computer, 
(see Brown, Col. 2 line 65 to Col. 3 line 20, Col. 6 lines 12-25, processor and memory 
are part of the computer) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 2 applies equally as well 
to claim 36. 

26. Claims 5, 15, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Corey-Brown as applied to claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-12, 14, 16-20, 22-24, 27, 29-36 
above, and further in view of Schuetze et al. (U.S. Patent 6,751 ,612, referred to as 
Schuetze). 

27. For claim 5, Corey-Brown fail to clear disclose, the inferred relation weighting 
process of claim 2 further comprising a link limitation process for specifying a link limit 
concerning the maximum number of links allowed to connect said first and second non- 
directly linked Internet objects. 

Schuetze teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 2 further comprising 
a link limitation process for specifying a link limit concerning the maximum number of 
links allowed to connect said first and second non-directly linked Internet objects, (see 
Schuetze, Col. 4 lines 57-62, Col. 5 line 63 to Col. 6line 21 ) 
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It would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the search weighting system of Corey-Brown with Schuetze 
method of a link limit concerning the maximum number of links in order to provide users 
with the most relevant information, (see Brown, Col. 1 line 60 to Col. 2 line 11, Col. 2 
line 56 to Col. 3 line 19) and (see Corey, Col.1 lines 10-38) and (see Schuetze, Col. 1 
line 45-62) 

28. Claim 15 and 28 list all the same elements of claim 5, but in system form rather 
than method form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 5 applies 
equally as well to claim 15 and 28. 

29. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Corey in 
view of Whitman et al. (U.S. Patent 6,7772,150, referred to as Whitman). 

30. For claim 9, Corey fails to clearly disclose, the inferred relation weighting process 
of claim 1 wherein at least one of said Internet objects is a transaction record. 

Whitman teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 1 wherein at least one 
of said Internet objects is a transaction record, (see Whitman, Col. 4 lines 1-15, Col. 5 
lines 44-64, and Col. 8 lines 12-35) 
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It would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the search weighting system of Corey with Whitman's method of 
weighting transaction records in order to provide users with a refined list of items and 
documents, (see Brown, Col. 1 line 60 to Col. 2 line 1 1 , Col. 2 line 56 to Col. 3 line 19) 
and (see Corey, Col.1 lines 10-38) and (see Whitman, Col. 1 lines 45-62) 

31 . Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Corey- 
Brown as applied to claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-12, 14, 16-20, 22-24, 27, 29-36 above, and 
further in view of Whitman. 

32. For claim 21 , Corey-Brown fails to clearly disclose, the inferred relation weighting 
process of claim 14 wherein at least one of said Internet objects is a transaction record. 

Whitman teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 14 wherein at least 
one of said Internet objects is a transaction record, (see Whitman, Col. 4 lines 1-15, Col. 
5 lines 44-64, and Col. 8 lines 12-35) 

It would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the search weighting system of Corey-Brown with Whitman's 
method of weighting transaction records in order to provide users with a refined list of 
items and documents, (see Brown, Col. 1 line 60 to Col. 2 line 11, Col. 2 line 56 to Col. 
3 line 19) and (see Corey, Col.1 lines 10-38) and (see Whitman, Col. 1 lines 45-62) 
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33. Claims 13 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Corey-Brown as applied to claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-12, 14, 16-20, 22-24, 27, 29-36 
above, and further in view of Arthurs (U.S. Patent 6,591 ,261 ). 

34. For claim 13, Corey-Brown fails to clearly disclose, the inferred relation weighting 
process of claim 9 wherein said relevance score is a percentage. 

Arthurs teaches, the inferred relation weighting process of claim 9 wherein said 
relevance score is a percentage, (see Arthurs, Col. 5 lines 7-44) 

It would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the search weighting system of Corey-Brown with Arthurs' 
method of presenting of search weighting in the form of a percentage in order to provide 
users with a refined list of object of interest, (see Brown, Col. 1 line 60 to Col. 2 line 1 1 , 
Col. 2 line 56 to Col. 3 line 19) and (see Corey, Col.1 lines 10-38) and (see Arthurs, Col. 
1 lines 37-57) 

35. For claim 25, Corey-Brown-Arthurs teaches, the inferred relation weighting 
process of claim 24 wherein said relevance score is a percentage. 



Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

1 . US-6,304,864 by Liddy et al. 

2. US-5,999,929 by Goodman, Marc I. 

3. US-6,1 12,202 by Weinberg, Jon Michael 

4. US-5,1 97,005 by Shwartz et al. 

5. US-6,006,228 by Bowman et al. 

6. US-6,36,848 by Aridor et al. 

7. US-6,275,820 by Navin-Chandra et al. 

8. US-6,853,993 by Ortega et al. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ajay M Bhatia whose telephone number is (571)-272- 
3906. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Valencia M Wallace can be reached on (571 )-272-6159. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




VALENCIA MARTIN-WALLACE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
T FCHN0L0GY CENTER 3700 



